URITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.O. 20480

Pl

Jun U2 201
Richard Poeton

I Monument Avenue

Bennington, VT 05201

Dear My, Poeton

Thank you for vour April 7, 2017, letter o UL, Environmental Protection Agency (FPA)
Administrator Scott Pruiut regarding the Superfund program’'s radiation policies. I am responding to vour
letter on behalf of the Administrator,

Your {etter’s primary pmni is that EPA should revise its Superfund radiation policies such that
they rely upon “the established framework and capabilities of the Air and Radiation Office” rather than a
Superfund-specific framework. The Superfund program’s radiation policies reflect the program s
statutory {Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act [CERCLA] and
regulatory {Natienal Oif and Hazardous Substances Pollution National Contingency Plan [NCP))
provisions, which require Superfund cleanups to appropriately protect human health and the
environment from all contaminants while accounting for the differences between radionuelides and
chemicals. For this reason, the Superfund approach for addressing radionuchdes is not identical to that
of other EPA programs (e.g.. the Office of Indoor Air and Radiation [ORIAD nor to that of other federal
agencies {e.g., the Muclear Regulatory Conmission [NRCI), which utilize other statutes, such as the
Atomic bnergy Act. BPA developed Superfund-specific guidance to help ensure that Superfund
radiation cleanups are conducted in a fashion consistent with CERCLA and the NCP.

In addition to the specific statutory and regulatory framework governing Superfund radiation
policies, the 1999 National Acadens Science (NAS) report, Evaluation of Guidelines jor Exposures
to Technologically Enhanced Naturally Ocewrring Radioactive Marerialy explains, for example, that
ditferences between EPA and NRC in determining acceptable risk from radionuclides is a matter of
judgment (risk management poliey) and not science. In addition. while the Superfund approach for
addressing radiation is not identical to that in ORIA, the programs share a scientific basis for conducting
work to protect against radiation hazards. Finally, the mnduib EPA wssued for risk and dose assessment
are based on sound science and both internal and external reviews.

Various national and international stakeholders are addressing radiation risk. EPA has 4 robust
working relationship with many of them including the NRC, the l)upaﬁmcm of Energy, the Interstate
Technology Regulatory Council, and foreign and inter national agencies. EPA works cooperatively with
these entities to advance radiation protection while recognizing the parties” unigue scope and authorities.
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Finally. the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements” analysis of EPA™s and
NRC's current regulatory guidance and practice for radioactively contaminated site remediation
concluded that both organizations” practices can protect public health with site-specific cleanup levels,

Thank you again for your letter. An attached staff report provides additional detailed
information. Please contact Stuart Walker, the Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology
fnnovation radiation expert at walker.stuart@epa.gov or 703-603-8748 if you have additional questions.

Sincerely,

A /

Jarmes . Woolthrd

Director

Office of Superfund Remediation and
Technology Innovation

Faclosure
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Additional Information
{prepared by ERA staff)

Statutory and Regulatory Language Specifying Protectiveness

CERCLA remedial actions have to meet the statute’s definition of protective. (See NCP 300.430
- # 1 remedy selection criteria and required in CERCLA Section 121). As discussed in the NCP,
the ageney made a policy choice to follow the 1074 to 107 risk range to define CERCLA’s
protectiveness for carcinogens.

Please note that the Office of Land and Emergency Management's (OLEM, formerly the Office
of Solid Waste and Emergency Response} policy for the remedial program, which states that the
cancer risk range determines protectiveness for radionuclides and that dose Hmits above the risk
range are not protective, is consistent with how other EPA offices have viewed radionuclides
across a variety of statutes and situations. We have attached a pdf file "EPA statements on high
dose limits”™ which provides a sampling of these EPA views.

Below are statutory and regulatory excerpts (Section 121 of CERCLA and 300.430 of the NCP)
that state remedial actions must be protective of human health and that, in the case of
carcinogens, this means attaining the 107 10 10 cancer risk range.

fose

SEC. 121, CLEANUP STAMDARDSR S _
(@) BELECTION OF BEMEDIAL ACTION ~The President shall se.
wel appropriste remedial sclions determined to be necessary to be

The President shall select & mmedisl setion that s pootective of
human health and the environmerd, that is cost effective, and that
utilizes permanent solutions and sllernative brestment lech-
nologies or resource moeovery technolopies o the maxinmum extent
pracileable, If the President selects g remedial avlion nol appro-
priate for a preference under this subsectinn, the President shall
publish an explanation a8 to why a remaedial action lrvvolving such
reductinns was not selected
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@) DEGRER OF CLEAN!

p (1) Remedial actions selected under
tide snebion or othorwise regning

wd or agreed o by the President

. shall w;mg% & degme s&f fszmmg} of hazavdous sub-

; ypban i ¢ into the envimn-

mm mﬁ ésﬁ“ um which sssures

woihe e nment, Such remedial

s 2’1‘%?3 nd apg}mwm‘% aﬁéw the clreumstances

nmsem«@é by é%m rolease or threstensd relesse of such substance,
m%%zﬁam or contaminant.

a%&m&ﬁg ‘mém

{aﬁf z"}&mmﬁwﬁﬁ} fa&m&s e, ”%‘h&
purpose of the remedy selection process
i to implement remedies-that eliminate,
reduse, or control risks to human health
ami the wvzwm&a& Remedial amm

uspBcted
&m@m&%@ expasure levels
wols that

: gnd m* * wizzg znfammim
on the relationship between dose and
magmnmg&%@ 00 gﬁ&%@ tevel shall be

- be %&*3 sgimﬁ f@f mimtiam

FEBY Fhoe fonm i ow o B o Bt Fonon oo Sborcsn fone T v
Role of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Guidance
EPA s guidance documents neither impose mandatory standavds nor represent

~rutermaking by policy.” Thely purpose is o provide g;s.;z;..i.;_ima: and direction W EPA
activities. The Office of Manage

nent and Budeet {OMB) retnforced the role of guidanee
As CERCLA oleanup levels for radis
comamination in 1997 when responding (o a guevy Drom LS. Senators Frank Murkowski,
Pete Domenici and Don Nickles regarding EPA s 1997 divectuive, “Ustablishment of

e

documents in the conmtext of B

2
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T Exeerpts from the

fleanup Levels for CERCLA Shres with Radioactive Contamination
senaters’ November 21 1997 fetter and OMB s November 21, 1997 vesponse (provided
by Sally Katzen, who was OMB ¢ Adpdnistrator of the Office of Infornmation and

Regulatory Affairs at the tme of the correspondence) foliow:

Below 15 a quote from the incoming letter signed by three Senators.
fn what appears o be a substitute for the formal rulemsking, EPA has recently
issued guidance for its Superfund Program indicating that standards such as that
promulgated by NRC may not be sufficient for use at remediation sites, and more
stringent Preliminary Remediation Goals should be used {QSWER No. 9200.4-33).
As you can imagine, this puidance could sigmficantly inarease cleanup costs at sites
managed by the Department of Energy, and may profoundly affect budget
requirements for the Federal government and, ultimately, the taxpayer.

Thus guidance would appesar to come under the definition of a rule, as that term is
broadly defined and understood under the Administrative Procedures Act (58 US.C
551). Thus, it fits the definition of a rule as that term is 2lso defined in the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement Fatrness Act of 1998 (SBREFA). That statute
placed certain requirements on Federal agencies for notification 1o Congress when
rules were promulgated. Knowing that there has been ne Congressional notification.

Below is a quote from the OMB response letter.
thie agency promulpating the regulation. On receiving your letter, § asked my saff 1o asccrtain
whether EPA bad determined that the guidancs in question is or is not & 7ule as defined in the
Congressional Review statute. | have boen advised that EPA does not consider the guidance to
ba & rule because it does not have the force and effeet of law, but simply provides sdvice to the
EFA Regions, Indeed, EFA mates that the guidance is not a legally binding Socument; its use
can be chalienged at each individual site and ance challengsd, the guidance has 5o snding and
will be set aside in favor of the merits of the particular case.

H

Bocause EPA states that this guidance doss not bave the foroe and effisct of law and s ot a
rulemaking, the circulation of this document is consistent with the provisions of Executive Order
Me. 12866. I you have further questions, please do not hesitite Lo contact me, -
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National Academy of Scientists Assessment of Superfund’s
Risk-Based Approach

In its 1999 report, Evaluation of Guidelines for Exposures jo Technologically £ mfnced
Naturally Occurring Radivactive Materials, NAS made the following statements:

This committee offers the following vomments on the ssue of 3 hmat on
acceptahle risk and, therefore, acceptable dose Furst the determination of an
acceptable nsk for any exposure situshion clealy 1o entively o matter of
sudgment (nskananagement policy) which presumably rellects ﬁs:sszmgﬁ walneg
fnasruch as EPA andd the Muclewr Regulstory Copwnission have used
essentially the same assumptions sbout the ngks posed by radiaion exposurein
establishing radistion standards, 1115 clear that the determunation of 2 lumt on
asceptohle dose for any exposure stuation also 15 enlirely a maltey o f wdgment.
Therefore, any G feemoes %@m@:@&? the wiews of EPa and the Huclew
Regulatory Commizsion on an aseepiable dose have no scientiBe or echocs
bans.

O page 222
Differences Betwem Environmentsl Protection Agmcy and
Nucler Regolatory Commission Approaches to Risk
Assesgoent

The Huclear Regulatory Commisson’s spproach o
by chrome radiation exposure of the public normally s
recommendations on estimating doges per vt srposure ol ﬁw nk g:s&‘ wz,ﬁ
doge The Nuclear Regulatory Comemssion estimates lifetime nisks on the basiz
of sstimates of annusl doges that sre the sum of the anual dose squvalent to
the whele body Fom external exposire and the S0y comuutted sffeotve dose
equivalent (ICRP 1977 Fom mgohon and snhadaton of radionuchdes,
Lifetime sk is estimated by multiplying the soud effechive dose equivalent
from external and internal exposure by the meumed exposure hime (for
oR 0 v) and the nominal sk of fatad cancers caused by unifoon whele-
body W&%ﬁzmw of § % 10 per severt (JORP 1981} It s umportant to nole tha
IORPe noming risk factor takes inte acopunt the ape dependence of radiabion
risk in the whele population, which 15 bassd on data sn the atonwo-bomb
survivors (JURP 1881}

EPA has developed s methodologeally more ngorous approsch lo
gezessng nisk posed by siﬁ‘i*’imisﬁ "éf&?ﬁéma &*a:w%m& tn mziézzszzm;%ﬁm W?ﬁi{:’%ﬁ ig
parh cularly snportant for
the simple wproach émm&wﬁ a%ezmm

On page 223
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Comments On Differsnces Between Environmental
Protection Agmey and Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Approachesto Bisk Assessmoant

Thes committes offers the Bbllowing comments an EPAY spproach 1o nsk
assesoment for chronie Dfetime sxposues of the publie, sspeoiglly ndernal
supossre, & 1t differs from the approach normally uwsed by the Nuclear
Fegulatory Commasaion for sl exposurs situahong

First, EFA"s approach showld provide more realistic estimates of risk than
the spproach used by the Muclew Regulstory Commussion All the factoers
deseribed 1 the previous ssobon-the use of organ-spectfic nsks for many
orpans tnstead of naks based on the effechve dose sguivdent and g norunsl nsk
from umborm whole-body wradistion, the use of updated bulonene models m
estamatng dose Fom myrowth of devay products w the hody, the use of ergan
spearfic RBEs for alpha particles, and the use of age-specific dose rates from
inbernal exposure o conpnntian with ape-speniBio cancer rukee—should reslt
inomore realishe sstimates of nsks wsonated wath chronie bistime exposure

&

Oak Ridge National Laboratory Involvement in the U.S,
Environmental Protection Agency’s Superfund Approach to
Estimating Radiation Risks

EPA’s Otffice of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation (OSRTI) has an
interagency agreement with the Department of Energy’s Qak Ridge National Laboratory
(ORNL} to develop the Superfund preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) and dose compliance
concentration (DO caleulators for CERCLA assessments, as well as risk and dose assessment
tools, including developing geometrically challenging exposure factors. The Center for Radiation
Protection Knowledge. which is part of ORNL’s Environmental Sciences Division, manages this
work. K. Z. Morgan, director of ORNL's Health Physics Division and an early recipient of the
Swedish Royal Academy Gold Medal for Radiation Protection, started the ORNL Dosimetry
Research Program in the 1950s. Since 1979, Keith Eckerman, recipient of the most recent {12th)
Swedish Roval Academy Gold Medal, has led this program.,

Since its inception, the ORNL Dosimetry Research Program has provided the national and
mternational scientific communities with models and data required to estimate doses and risks
from exposure to radionuciides and establish exposure guidelines for radionuclides. To learn
more about CRPK and its relationship to the Dosimetry Rescarch Program, vou may go to this

§ %

webhsiter bt Swwewe ombooviomi
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Below are some of the ORNL technical manuals specifically developed for the Superfund six
PRG and DOCC calculators:

Area Correction Factors for Contaminated Soil for Use in Risk and Dose Assessment
Model.

https:feparpres.ornl eoviradionuelides/ ACE FINAL pdf

(iamma Shielding Factors for Soil Covered Contamination for Use in Risk and Dose
Assessment Models
hitns: Sepae-nres.oml soviradionuclides/GSF FINAL pdf

Biota Modeling in EPA’s Preliminary Remediation Goal and Dose Compliance
Concentration Caleulators for Use in EPA Superfund Risk Assessment: Explanation
of Intake Rate Derivation, Transfer Factor Compilation, and Mass Leading Factor
Sources

} Biom TM WIM Finad printable versionpd!d

Dose Rates in Contaminated Rooms of Various Sizes
hitnsfepa-bore ornbeovidooumenty/Contaminated. Room Dose Rate 03 841 07 pdf

External Scientific Reviews of the Office of Land and Emergency
Management’s Risk and Dose Assessment Tools

EPA’s models for risk and dose assessment have undergone a series of external reviews, in
addition to EPA internal reviews. EPA used guidance descriptions for each of these types of
external review categories, one of which can be found in the EPA document “Guidance on the

Dievelomment, FPvaluation, and Avplication of Environmental Models.”

We have listed out each review EPA conducted of the six PRG and DCC caleulators, which the
Superfund program developed for risk and dose assessment, and have placed them into
categories as desceribed in the EPA document,

EPA Guidance Description of Model Review Categories

Poeor Review

Page 23 provides a description of the purpose of “peer review™:
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Pesr roview provedes the man mechanism & independent evaluation and review of savieonmental
modets used by the Agency. Peer review provides an independent, expert review of the svaluation n
Secton 41 thersfue, 18 purpose 1 two-dold;

= T ovaluste whether the assumpiions, methods, and conclusions derved fom emnvironmental models
sre bosed on sound scientific principles.

»  To check the scentfin appropniateness of a moded for informng o specific regulstory dedision. {The
fatter objectve o particulary snportant for secondary applications of existing models. )

Page 23 provides further description on documenting charge questions to peer
reviewers:

Peer myview charge questions and comesponding records for peer reviswers 1o answer those HUeShons
shoukd be moorporated into the quality assuranee projent plon, developed dunng assessment planming

Page 25 discusses possible mechanisms for conducting a peer review:

results fo deciston making.  Mechanisms for accomplishing external peer review inclutle Gut are not
Bt o)

*  Lising an ad hos pansdof seientists
= Lising an established sxtermnal poer revisw mecharism such as the SAR
»  Holding 2 techaical workshop

When conducting an “independent external” scientific peer review of the three PRG
caleulators model or document, OSRTI has used a peer review contractor o conduct
the peer review process {e.g., select the peer reviewers, provide charge guestions,
summarize the peer review comments in a chart). OSRTI staff may provide
conuments on potential peer reviewers and charge questions. Later, OSRTI, with
ORNL support, has developed responses to the peer review comments. EPA has made
all of this material available online,

OSRTI has also had more focused external “not independent” external peer reviews
on early drafls of various PRG/DCC caleulators. OSRTI requested and received
review by the Army Corps of Engineers Center for Excellence under an interagency
agreement. EPA has also made this material available online.

We have made distinction between these two types of external peer reviews
(independent and not independent) in the email below,

The guidance also discusses how there may be internal peer review or other types of
internal comments (e.g., workgroups). Bach of the PRG/DCC caleudators went
through multiple rounds of internal EPA review but due to the form of these
comments, which EPA does not make publically available, they are not discussed
further.
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Yerification
Page 42 and 48 provides EPA definition of “verification™

Code verification: Examination of the sigorithms and numerical technique 0 the computer oode o
ascertain that they truly represent the conceptual model and that there are no inheregnt numencad
probiems with oblaining a solution (Beck et ol 1Hady
Verification {codel: Examination of the algonthms and numencal technique n the computer code o
ascertain that they trdly represent the conceplual model and that there ame no inherenl pumenical
grobiems with obtaining a solution {Beck el ol 1894}

Page 14 discusses that an independent verification may be useful. EPA guidance
makes a distinction between multiple code verification by code developers and a
potential independent testing of code, which is why the £ PA’s PRG ’DUZ websites
make a distinction between internal and external verification.

Moded soding tanshiles the matheratical equations hat consitule the model framewonk into Huncloning
pomputer code. Dode sotion asceriing that the computer code Bas no mherent numencal problems
with obtaining 2 solution. Code vertfication ledls whether the code performs according 1o #s desgn
specifications. 1t should iclude an examinabon of the numencal lechnique it the computer code for
consistency with the conveptual model and governing squations {Beck tal. 1543 Independent testing of

the eode once i is Billy developed con be usell a5 an additional check of integrly and quality.

Boenchmark

Page 34 provides a list of model evaluation methods discussed inan NAS document
providing a description of benchmark analysis,

Benchmarking against other models, Comparison of model results with other sirmibar mesdedy,

U.S. Environmental Protection Ageney and U.S. Department of Energy Reviews
by Categories

Peer Heview
EPA Independent External Peer Reviews

PRG caleulator (material listed for the October 30, 2014 to January 15, 20135 review)
hitpsyepa-pres.omlgoviadionuclides/pre peer_review, bl
BPRG (material listed for the April to June, 2006 review)

s Hens-bpreornLaoy/bprg peer review bl
%i’Rir (material listed for the January 16 to February 27, 2008 review)
htipsdepa-spre ombeovispre. peer review hond
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EPA External Peer Reviews (not independent)

PRG (material listed for July 29, 2004 review)

httpsfepepres.oml sovidionuclides/pre peer review. imi

BPRG (material listed for November 2, 2004 review and June 1, 2004 review)
bttps:epa-bprgormb.eovibore peer review hitml

SPRG (material listed for September "f"(l. 2007 review and July 25, 2007 review)
hitpsHenu-sorporndeovisore peer review himl

BDCC (material listed for April 17, 2008 review and February 20, 2008 review)
hitpe Sepa-bdec ornbsov/bdes peer review hunl

g

Verthioation

EPA Independent External Verification Reviews

PRG calculator (April 24, 2013 to September 30, 2015)
bitpsepu-prasombeoviradionuclides/ PROReviewU ommleePackage Sem 2015 ndf
BPRG (October 16, 2015 ~ December 22, 2015)
pseYens-borg ombeovidocuments BPRGE 15
BDCC (March 17, 2016 - May 31, 2016)

hitpsyYepa-bdec.ombeoy/BDOCE vemalVerilicationStudv AlLnd?

[

YVerficaronSudv Allndf

Benchmark
EPA Benchmark Model Comparisons

Simulating Radionuclide Fate and Transport in the Unsaturated Zone: Fvaluation and
Sensitivity Analyses of Seleet Computer Models (July 2002)

cmspubepagoviwork/ 1176204 ndl
(this is for more sophisticated soil 10 groundwater models that could be used as site-
specific replacements for the PRG and DCC caleulator soil 1o groundweater
scenario. )

NCRP Report No. 146: Approaches to Risk Management in Remediation of
Radivactively Contaminated Sites (October 2004)

‘nerponbine org/publications/reportsfnorp-reporis- 146/

(this report examines EPA Superfind and NRC Decommissioning progroms
approach to radiation site cleanup, Section 3.3.3 is a “Comparison of EPA
Preliminary Remediotion Goals with NRC Screening Levels,” It is part of a larger
Section 3.3 "Methods of Site Characterization and Dose or Risk Assessment. ™)
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Cross-Program Coordination
on Superfund Radiation Approach

The Superfund program’s risk-based approach for racdionuclides reflects a long history of ORIA
support. Below are excerpts from the 1993 Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables User
Guide (March 1993, EPA 540-R-93-058) discussing radionuclide slope factors (see pages 36)

THTRNDED OHERS AND APPLICATIONS

Faderasl

HELST users include individuals fvom the EPA,

HREAST umwrn with w ahed ovslunbions and

kg sy wRYLOuE Bl

X3 for example,

manking  Syatam {HRIE}

leulats sate

radionus Lides L0

o amd fosnibiiity wbudy

o datarning baseline sike visk, po develng pre

wg wieemin alternat e

goa sy anmlino swal

iw rishk

an the spplisstion  of  radionuclide alope

Decamber LHRD,

The Superfund and radiation programs have worked together on a number of guidance
documents pertaining to addressing radioactive contamination at Superfund sites. These

10
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documents have been jointly signed at either the office director level or the assistant
administrative level. For example:

L. Establishment of Cleanup Levels for CERCLA Sites with Radioactive Contamination
{(August 1997)
hitp:Yeemspub.epa.govisro/document/ HIV 176331

3

Use of Soil Cleanup Criteria in 40 CFR Part 192 as Remediation Goals for CERCLA
Sites (February 1998)
hitpe/fsemspub.epa.govisre/document/HO/ 1 75266

Radiation Risk Assessment At CERCLA Sites: Q & A {December 1999}
httosemspub.epngovisro/document HO/ L 78430

{2

4. Remediation Geals for Radivactively Contaminated CERCLA Sites L Ising the
Benchmark Dose Cleanup Criteria in 10 CFR Part 40 Appendix A, 1, Criterion 6( 6)
{April 2000}
biipssermspub.epagoy/sro/dorumeny HOA 76323

5. Soil Sereening Guidance for Radionuclides: User Guide (October 20009
hitpd//semspub.cpa.pov/sre/document/ MOy 1 75408

6. Soil Screening Guidance for Radionuclides: Technical Background Document (October
2000y
hitp:/fsemspubepagovisre/doument MO 175427

7. Use of Uranium Drinking Water Standards under 40 CFR 141 and 40 CFR 192 as
Remediation Goals for € xmuﬂduatu at CERCLA sites (November 2001}
httpe/semspub.ena povisro/document/ HOY 1 T62095%

8. Distribution of OSWER of Radionuclide Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for
%szt:riund Electronic Caleulator (February 2002)

http:fsemsnub.epa sovisro/document/ HIV T 16330

i1
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Superfund Remedial Program Coordination with States and Other
Organizations on Guidance and Training to Address Radioactive
Contamination

EPA’s OSRTI staff have worked with the Environmental Council of the States” Interstate
Technology and Regulatory Council (ITRC) radiation team on several guidance documents and
training classes. ITRC is a public-private coalition working to reduce barriers to the use of
sanovative environmental technologies that reduce compliance costs and maximize cleanup
efficacy. ITRC produces documents and training that broaden and deepen technical knowledge
and expedite quality regulatory decision making while protecting human health and the
environment. ITROC achieves its mission through its technical teams, which are composed of
environmental professionals, including state and federal environmental regulators, federal
agency representatives, industry experts, community stakeholders, and academia. ITRC teams
are led by state environmental agency statf.

The ITRC documents addressing radiation issues that OSRTI staff helped develop are!
1. Determining Cleanup Goals at Radioactively Contaminated Sites: Case Studies (April

2002)

Wi drowebh ory/ GuidapeeDocumints FRADZ ndl

5 Real-Time Measurement of Radionuclides in Soil: Technology and Case Studies
(February 2006)
ity v iroweh,org/GuidanceDotumanta/ RAL 4 Web nal

Decontamination and Decommissioning of Radiologically Contaminated Facilities
{January 2008)
Wi Awww. droweb.org/Guidance Documents/ RADS pdf

Lad

4. A Decision Framework for Applying Monitored Natural Attenuation Processes o Metals
and Radionuclides in Groundwater (December 2010)
hitnsdwww ireweborg/ Ouidanee Documg i/ APME L ndd

The ITRC radiation remediation online training course modules listed below contain
contributions from Superfund remedial program staff; for some modules, EPA staff delivered the
traimng:

{1 Radiation Risk Assessment: Updates and Tools. Module 3, “Use of Radiation PRG
Calculator: Explain how to use EPA's new Risk-based PRG- and ARAR Dose-calculators
for radionuclides” was presented by an OSRTI staffer. Module 4, “Case Study
Application for PRG Calewlator: Demonstrate site-specific challenges in application of
tools™ provides a demonstration of using an OSRTI tool.

12
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bd

hitpsiciu-norgcontire/ruds B81507/

Radiation Site Cleanup: CERCLA Requirements and Guidance. Modules 2 and 3, “FPA
CERCLA Radiation Requirements and Guidance: Explain EPA remedy selection policy,
in particular those guidance documents and tools that address radicactively contaminated
sites” are both presented by OSRTI staff and focus on regulations and guidance
developed by OSRTL

hitpsdfelu-inord/contfitre/mdscleanun 080307/

Decontamination and Decommissioning of Radiologically-Contaminated Facilities.
Module 3, “Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) Caleulators™ was presented by EPA
staff and focuses on OSRTI risk assessment tools for buildings and streets/sidewalks.
hitpsy/clu-in.orgfcontrefadsdd 03041y

Real-Time Measurement of Radionuclides in Soil.
httpsAclu-inorg’coniire/radsrealiime TORROR/

A Decision Framework for Applying Attenuation Processes to Metals and Radionuclides,
httpsVelu-inorgieontirc/apme 101311/

i3
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Coordination at Contaminated Sites

n 2002 EPA and the NRC signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU) o wdentify the two
agencies” interactions during NRC-licensed sites” decommissioning and decontamination and the
ways in which those interactions occur. Except for Section VI, which addresses corrective action
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, this MOU is limited to the coordination
between EPA, when acting under CERCLA authority, and NRC, when an NRC-licensed facility
is undergoing decommissioning, or when a facility has completed decommissioning, and the
NRC has terminated its license. EPA believes that the MOU s implementation will help
eliminate confusion about dual regulation during NRC-livensed sites” cleanup and reuse.

The MOU EPA and NRC

hine dsemspub.eng.govisre/dotumey

signed may be found here:
HOTTAITE

You may also find copies of each of the consultation letters between EPA and NRC for the site
where consultation under the MOU has occurred. These letiers may be found at this wehsite
under the subsection “MOU with NRC™

htps

www.epa.eovisuperfund/mdiation-superfund-sites

14
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Superfund Remedial Program Coordination with Foreign and
International Agencies on Solving Issues of Radioactively
Contaminated Sites

O5RTT has a good working relationship with foreign countries and organizations. During our 14
annual/bi-annual meetings with regional radiation staff. we have had visitors from agencies in
Australia, Canada, France, Iraq, Japan, Norway, Russia, and the United Kingdom, as well as the
International Atomic Energy Agency (EAEA). These interactions have led to one EPA regional
staff member completing a six-month detail with the United Kingdom Environment Agency to
help develop procedures for addressing radioactive contamination. In addition, the interaction
has also led to regional staff members participating in IAEA workgroups and providing Japan
with information on US cleanups that may help with post-Fukushima remediation efforts. These
interactions have also resulted in OSRTI staff participating in JAEA and Organisation (OECD)
tor Economic Co-operation and Development workgroups and presenting at multiple
conferences at the request of IAEA, North Atlantic Treaty Organization and foreign
COVEIMMEnts.

OSRTI staff also provided extensive input on two recent OECD guidance document
development efforts, which included providing significant text describing Superfund’s approach
to addressing radionuclides,

1. Nuclear Site Remediation and Restoration during Decommissioning of Nuclear
Installations
ipdfwww oend-neaoredranyoubs 20147192 -cnd-report ndf

3

Strategic Considerations for the Sustainable Remediation of Nuclear Installations
At ceodenea ong v oubs 20 L8 72090 ratewie-constderations nd
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National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurement Report 146

NRC funded the 2004 NRCP report, No. 146 “Approaches to Risk Management in
Remediation of Radioactively Contaminated Sites.” The report’s purpose and scope is found
on page 4 of the report:

Purpose and Scope of Study

e E{ i Euz%mg 4 review m i‘;‘}ndviu *md %;mﬁ« uwd Lo
s ypgulatory cornplianes;

wamine and swmmmarize the historical basis for
current guidance and practives of the two agenies!

o identify, analyze and sunumarize the signifieant differences
and commonalities in eurrent guidance and practices of the
two ageneles; and

o identify, sxamine ad summarize the implications of cur-
rent guidance and praetices of the two agencies as they
rels z%v s sueh i s as public pereeption, uneertainty, men-
surability, s dose and risk estimates,

g -«w}mhi}; s:a)‘mm‘xmi. zzﬁgv}pm,»_whe b
diation of radionctively contaminated

EPA and NRC discussed the report during its development and upon its completion, and 1t
has informed subsequent staff discussions about various technical issues. The report was not
developed with an expectation that it would lead either agency to revamp its progrant
further, the report does not include a recommendation for either to do so. We have also
reviewed the presentation on the report given by its Chairman Dan Strom to EPA staff at the
National Superfund Radiation meeting on February 28, 2007, Below is the slide
sunymarizing the report’s conclusions.
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